








arca 1o be surveyed should cover the exempted zone and a buffer zone outside the
exempted area. The buffer zone should extend a minimum of a 1/4 mile from the
boundary of the exempted area. Any water supply wells located should be
identified on the map showing the proposed exempted area. If no water supply
wells would be affected by the exemption, the request should state that a survey
was conducted and no water supply wells are located which tap the aquifer to be
exempted within the proposed area.” [Emphasis added].

For your reference, attached is a map showing only seven domestic water wells are within one-
quarter mile of the proposed AE boundary.

The map does not include wells 24 and 25 — the only wells close to the AE boundary with known
completion mtervals and wells the Region previously acknowledged were of high interest. As
the region should be aware, wells 24 and 25 no longer exist.

Because of naturally elevated radium-226 (29 pCi/1) in one of the wells and elevated levels of
chloride, magnesium, and nitrate in the other well, the owner of the wells decided to have the
wells plugped and replaced with a new well. The new well was built by UEC approximately
1,100 feet south of the old location. The property owner is pleased with the new water well,
which was complieted in the shallowest fresh water zone; namely, Sand A.

Without going into technical details (all of which were reviewed by TCEQ and considered
during the contested case hearing), well distance, groundwater flow direction, and rate of
movement, as well as other hydrological factors, make it impossible for the remainder of the
wells shown on the attached map to “currently” draw water from the proposed AE area.

Although supporting this fact with modeling is unprecedented, UEC informed Region 6 during
the December meeting that it would be willing to go beyond what the rules require and prepate a
reasonable modeling approach. After the December meeting, it seemed that UEC and Region 6
had resolved what it would take to move forward with the processing of the AE application.
Briefly, the proposed model would demonstrate that no existing drinking water well would be
affected by UEC’s project. The model would show that existing drinking water wells are not
currently drawing water from the proposed AE area. The model would also show that existing
drinking water wells cannot draw water from the AE area during the entire § year project life,
which includes groundwater restoration. A copy of the modeling plan UEC proposed is also
attached for your review.

Unfortunately, during the January meeting, the Region did not provide any feedback on UEC’s
proposed modeling plan. Instead, as described below, the Region changed the parameters that
were previously agreed to and asked UEC to present another plan,

Timeframe of Modeling

During UEC’s December meeting with Region 6 staff, UEC was told that the evaluation time
period for the model should cover the mine life - a time period consistent with existing
regulations (40 CFR § 144.6). This was not the first time the Region suggested this timeframe
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area 10 be surveyed should cover the exempted zone and a buffer zone outside the
exempted area. The buffer zone should extend a minimum of a 1/4 mile from the
boundary of the exempted area. Any water supply wells located should be
dentified on the map showing the proposed exempted area. 1f no water supply
wells would be affected by the exemption, the request should state that a survey
was conducted and no water supply wells are located which tap the aquifer to be
exempted within the proposed area.” [Emphasis added].

For your reference, attached is a map showing only seven domestic water wells are within one-
quarter mile of the proposed AE boundary.

The map does not include wells 24 and 25 - the only welis close to the AE boundary with known
completion intervals and wells the Region previously acknowledged were of high interest. As
the region should be aware, wells 24 and 25 no longer exist.

Because of naturally clevated radium-226 (29 pCi/l) in one of the wells and elevated levels of
chloride, magnesium, and nitrate in the other well, the owner of the wells decided to have the
wells plugged and replaced with a new well. The new well was built by UEC approximately
1,100 feet south ot'the old location. The property owner is pleased with the new water well,
which was completed in the shallowest fresh water zone; namely, Sand A.

Without going into technical details (all of which were reviewed by TCEQ and considered
during the contested case hearing), well distance, groundwater flow direction, and rate of
movement, as well as other hydrological factors, make it impossible for the remainder of the
wells shown on the attached map to “currently” draw water from the proposed AE area.

Although supporting this tact with modeling is unprecedented, UEC informed Region 6 during
the December meeting that it would be willing to go beyond what the rules require and preparc a
reasonable modeling approach. After the December meeting, it seemed that UEC and Region 6
had resolved what it would take to move forward with the processing of the AE application.
Briefly, the proposed model would demonstrate that no existing drinking water well would be
atfected by UEC”s project. The model would show that existing drinking water wells are not
currently drawing water from the proposed AE area. The model would also show that existing
drinking water wells cannot draw water from the AE area during the entire 8 year project life,
which includes proundwater restoration. A copy of the modeling plan UEC proposed is also
attached for your review.

Unfortunately, during the January meeting, the Region did not provide any feedback on UEC’s
proposed modeling plan. Instead, as described below, the Region changed the parameters that
were previously agreed to and asked UEC to present another plan.

Timeframe of Modeling

During UEC’s December meeting with Region 6 staff, UEC was told that the evaluation time
period for the model should cover the mine life — a time period consistent with existing
regulations (40 CFR § 144.6). This was not the first time the Region suggested this timeframe
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cc: Bob Perciasepe, Deputy Administrator, Environmental Protection Agency
David Gillespie, Regional Counsel, Region 6
Stacey Dwyer, Associate Director, Source Water Protection Branch, Region 6
Mark Vickery, Executive Director, Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
Brent Wade, Director, Remediation Division, TCEQ
Susan Jablonski, Radioactive Materials Division, TCEQ
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